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Juggling Jobs and Kids: The Impa¢t of Employment

Schedules on Fathers’ Caring for Children

This article examines how the temporal structure
of employment schedules influences paternal re-
sponsibility for child care. Data on 1,452 families
JSfrom the National Child Care Survey 1990 show
mixed support for the demand/response capacity
hypothesis, which states that paternal participa-
tion in child care is a function of demands placed
on fathers as well as their capacity to respond to
these demands. The present study finds that multi-
ple dimensions of the mother’s employment
schedule exert pressures on the likelihood of a fa-
ther taking care of his youngest child when.the
mother is not available. Yet only one aspect of the
Jather’s employment schedule—time of day—af-
fects his capacity to respond to Chlld care de-
mands. Although the nature of the relatzonsth
between employment schedules and fathers’® child
care generally depends on the age of the child, fa-
thers are consistently most likely to take care of
their youngest child when they work different
hours than their wives.

Gender equality in the future depends partly on
how women and men combine employment and
family responsibilities in the present. The deci-
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sions that mothers and fathers make about work
and family, espec1a11y about how they care for
their children, help shape children’s cognitive
maps, social behavior, and personal expectations.
Parents, in everything they do, from the jobs they
choose to the way they allocate household chores,
provide powerful models of female and male be-
havior for their children. Although the traditional
arrangement of a father working outside the home
and a mother staying home full-time is less typi-
cal of families today than it was 25 years ago,
women are still the principal childrearers and men
are the major breadwinners (Hochschild, 1989).
Thns, parents, inadvertently or mtennonally, pre-
pare their chxldren for similar future roles in the
economy and the family by reinforcing gender
traits such as independence .in boys and mother-
ing in girls (Chodorow, 1978; Gilligan, 1982).
Several scholars claim that only when fathers
fully share childrearing and caregiving with
mothers will the cycle of gender inequality be
broken (Chodorow, 1978; Gilligan, 1982).

The potential effects of fathering on the gender
role conceptions of daughters and sons and on
gender inequality are not the only reasons for en-
couraging men’s participation in child care. Gen-
der differences in parenting styles appear to have
substantial effects on the socialization and well-
being of children (Pruett, 1993; Starrels, 1994); fa-
thers’ involvement in childrearing is related to bet-
ter outcomes for their children in terms of aca-
demic achievement, social competence, and
self-esteem (see Russell & Radin, 1983). Like-
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wise, mothers benefit from men’s participation in
raising children; fathers who take a major respon-

sibility for child care ease the burden of the “sec-. .

ond shift” for employed mothers, and they reduce
maternal “stress from work overload, anxiety
about adequate childcare and supervision, and a
shortage of time for rest and leisure” (Hoffman,
1983, p. 174). Fathers who are actively involved
in caring for their children may enjoy the positive
effects of multiple roles, closer father-child bonds,
and enhanced husband-wife relationships (Russell
& Radin, 1983). Men, like women, who combine
different life roles, such as worker, parent,” and
spouse, may be better off emotionally than are
those with fewer life roles (Crosby, 1991).
Although most fathers in the United States
avoid primary responsibility for child care, many

fathers do take care of their children on a regular -

basis. In fact, nearly 3 million children of em-
ployed mothers, currently married and otherwise,
were cared for primarily by their fathers in 1988
(U.s. lBureau of the Census, 1992). Nevertheless,
the proportion of children principally cared for by
their father has remained relatively stable since
the 1970s; among children of dual-earning mar-
ried couples, 16.8% of preschool-age children and
8.7% of children aged 5 to 14 relied on their fa-
ther as their primary caregiver in 1988 (U. S Bu-
reau of the Census, 1992).

‘What prevents more fathers from taking greater
responsibility for child care on a regular basis?
Contrary to popular belief, it is not a lack of pater-
nal desire or ideological commitment alone. Some
researchers speculate that many fathers would in-
crease their involvement with children if the time
demands of their jobs were reduced (Barnett &
Baruch, 1988). Although the number of hours a
father spends in paid work may negatively affect
his domestic responsibilities (Coverman, 1985;
Davis & Sanik, 1991), the mere amount of job
time in and of itself does not explain why some fa-
thers do and others do not care for their children.
The scheduling of pald work—when ‘and how
often a father works in terms of whether the hours
are regular or rotating, on weekdays or weekends,
and during the day or mght—prov1des a more use-
ful framework for understanding the relationship
between employment and child care (see Nock &
ngston 1988; Pleck & Staines, 1985; Presser,
1989; Staines & Pleck, 1983).

This article explores how the schedulmg of
mothers’ and fathers’ jobs facilitates (or discour-
ages) fathers’ caring for their children. It uses
data from the National Child Care Survey 1990
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(Hofferth, Brayfield, Deich, & Holcomb, 1991),
the most recent national data source on child care
and parental employment. The present study goes
beyond previous research by estimating the sepa-
rate effects of mothers’ and fathers’ schedules on
fathers’ child care within a multitemporal frame-
work, and, in doing so, it"contributes to our un-
derstanding of the complexity of juggling work
and family roles.

PREVIOUS RESEARCH

Explaining Men’s Lack of Responsibility
for Child Care

Past research has identified several factors that
may constrain a father’s participation in the day-
to-day care of his children: (a) conventional val-
ues, beliefs, and normative expectations about the
division of household labor (e.g., Hochschild,
1989; Ross, 1987), (b) men’s greater socioeco-
nomic resources and power (Brayfield, 1992), (c)
economic efficiency for the family unit (Becker,
1974), and (d) demands placed on fathers and
their capacity to respond to those demands (Cov-
erman, 1985).

This last explanatlon—the demand/response
capacity approach—provides a valuable founda-
tion for understanding the relationship between
the temporal structure of employment schedules
and the father’s role in child care. The basic per-
spective, as articulated by Coverman (1985), sug-
gests that men will take on child care responsibili-
ties only to the extent that there are demands
placed on them to do so and that they have the ca-
pacity to respond to these demands. Coverman’s
(1985) research supported this hypothesis. She
found that (a) wives’ paid work outside the home
and the presence of children pressure husbands to
spend more time on child care and other domestic
tasks and (b) the hours a husband spends at his
own job limit the available time he can allocate to
family work.

. Yet Coverman conceptualized both demands
and response capacities narrowly. I contend that
the scheduling of women’s market work in combi-
nation with their attitudes, their socioeconomic re-
sources, stage in the life course, and other circum-
stances also operate as demands on paternal re-
sponsibility for child care. Likewise, men’s
employment schedules, attitudes, and labor market
resources influence their capacity to respond to (or
resist) these demands. Thus, I view the other
aforementioned theoretical explanations—gender
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role ideology, relative resources, and economic ef-
ficiency—as complementary to a demand/re-
sponse capacity framework. For example, women
who reject a traditional image of fatherhood, one
that emphasizes men’s breadwinning duties
(provider/instrumental role) and discourages nur-
turing behavior (homemaker/expressive role),
probably place greater demands on men to take
care of their children. But, at the same time, men
who subscribe to a traditional image of fatherhood
probably are more likely to resist such demands
because their ideological stance limits their capac-
ity to respond. Likewise, women with more re-
sources than their partner are in a'more powerful
position to demand greater paternal responsibility
for child care. As a consequence, women who
make successful demands on their partner may
balance (or juggle) their employment and family
roles more effectively than other women.

In fact, although Coverman (1985) did not ex-
plicitly make the connection, the demand/re-
sponse capacity framework fits into the theoreti-
cal genre that deals with issues of role combina-
tion, role strain, and role conflict. Under this
rubric of ideas, a central assumption is that each
role (e.g., worker, spouse, parent) is “greedy” for
time and commitment (Coser, 1974). According-
ly, the scheduling of men’s employment may im-
pinge upon their capacity to perform family roles.
Yet, at the same time, the scheduling of women’s
employment may require their partners to play a
greater role in family work. Thus, men’s respon-
- sibility for child care (and their capacity to com-
bine multiple roles) may be governed by the tem-
poral structure of the competing demands of hus-
bands’ and wives’ employment schedules.

Empirical Links Between Employment Schedules
and Child Care

Prior research has documented pieces of the rela-
tionship between employment schedules and
child care arrangements (see Hofferth et al., 1991,
and U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1992, for data on
all forms of child care). Several studies have
shown how fathers’ child care, in particular,
varies dramatically with the employment sched-
ule of the mother (Barnett & Baruch, 1987, 1988;
Nock & Kingston, 1988; Pleck & Staines, 1985;
Presser, 1986, 1988, 1989). Fathers are more like-

ly to be responsible for child care when their

wives are employed part-time rather than full-
time (Barnett & Baruch, 1987, 1988; Presser,
1986, 1988, 1989) and when their wives work

323

non-day shifts (Nock & Kingston, 1988; Presser,

1986, 1988, 1989; U.S. Bureau of the Census,
1992). On the other hand, if a wife' works'a vari-
able or rotating schedule, it discourages her hus-
band from spending time on child care (Pleck &
Staines, 1985).

A father’s employment schedule also influ-
ences his participation in child care (Davis &
Sanik, 1991; Nock & Kingston, 1988; Pleck &
Staines, 1985; Staines & Pleck, 1983). While
there is some question as to whether the amount
of time fathers spend in paid work influences
their child-care responsibilities (see Barnett &
Baruch, 1987; Coverman, 1985; Davis & Sanik,
1991; Staines & Pleck, 1983), fathers who work
weekends or non-day shifts spend less time taking
care of their children (Nock & Kingston, 1988;
Pleck & Staines, 1985; Staines & Pleck, 1983).

Lastly, the prevalence of fathers® child care re-
lates to the intersection of mothers’ and fathers’
employment schedules (Presser, 1989; Presser &
Cain, 1983; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1992).
Children are less likely to be cared for by their fa-
thers if both parents work the day shift than if
both parents work evenings or nights (U.S. Bu-
reau of the Census, 1992). Among couples work-
ing different shifts, a father is more likely to care
for his children when he works days and his wife
works non-days than the other way around—that
is, if a father works non-days and his wife works
days (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1992). For
some couples, the lack of fit between the wife’s
and husband’s employment schedules generates
the phenomenon known as “split-shift parenting,”
thereby increasing paternal involvement in child
care (Presser, 1989; Presser & Cain, 1983).

* Most researchers have examined how only one
or two facets of mothers’ and/or fathers’ employ-
ment schedules influence fathers’ child care.
Some studies have focused exclusively on dimen-
sions of maternal employment (Presser, 1986;
1988) or on dimensions of paternal employment
(Davis & Sanik, 1991). Several studies on fa-
thers’ child care have included aspects of both
mothers’ and fathers’ employment schedules
(Barnett & Baruch, 1987; Marsiglio, 1993; Nock
& Kingston, 1988; Pleck & Staines, 1985; Presser
& Cain, 1983). Yet no previous study on fathers’
child care has incorporated all of the following
structural features of employment schedules;
number of hours, variability of hours, days of the
week, and time of day worked across all jobs of
both wife and husband, as well as the interséction
of employment timing for the couple. Also, past
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research has targeted couples with infants or
preschool-age children only. The present study
fills these voids.

KEY HYPOTHESES

This study broadens the demand/response capacity
perspective, focusing on how the pressures and
constraints of employment schedules affect pater-
nal responsibility for child care. I test the hypothe-

sis that demands on fathers to perform child care

tasks (represented here by the scheduling of their
wives’ employment) and their capacity to respond
to these demands (defined by their own employ-
ment schedules) simultaneously determine their
responsibility for child care. Based on this general
hypothesis, then, demands should be greatest
when mothers work many hours, evenings, nights,
or weekends on a nonrotating basis. Yet if moth-
ers are employed full-time, they may be less likely
to rely on fathers and more likely to rely on formal
child care arrangements. Father’s time availability
may outweigh the demands of full-time maternal
employment, or mothers may be hesitant to leave
children in the care of fathers for longer periods of
time on a daily basis. Fathers should be more like-
ly to take care of their children when they work
different hours than their wives, not only because
they are theoretically available but because care
provided by the father is less costly than alterna-
tive arrangements. Thus, fathers should be more
likely to participate in child care when they work
fewer hours, weekdays, and daytlme shifts on a
nonrotating schedule.

. Although some wives adjust their own sched-
ule to coordinate child care with their husbands
(Hertz & Charlton, 1989; Presser, 1988), most
mothers have little choice in scheduling their time
in paid work (Presser, 1989; Simon 1990; U.S.
Bureau of the Census, 1992). Nevertheless, moth-
ers are more likely than fathers to cite child care
as the main reason for working a particular shift
(Presser, 1989). .Thus, I hypothesize that the
scheduling of women’s jobs (demands on hus-
bands’ time) affects men’s child care responsibili-
ties to a greater extent than men’s own employ-
ment schedules (their response capacity).

METHODOLOGY

Data and Sample Description

The dato for this study come from the National
Child Care Survey 1990 (NCCS), a nationally
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representative survey of 4,392 households with
children under age 13, which was conducted be-
tween November 1989 and May 1990 (Hofferth
etal., 1991). This survey collected information on
child care arrangements, expenditures, and histo-
ries, and on respondent’s and partner’s current
and previous employment. In addition, respon-
dents were asked to complete employment and
child care time diaries for the week preceding the
interview by listing the beginning and ending
times for each job and for each regular child care
arrangement. About 46% of the surveyed house-
holds consisted of dual-earning couples with chil-
dren, and 1,703 of these households completed
the time diaries.

I analyze dual-earning couples with a
preschool-age child separately from those whose
youngest child is of school age because the care
arrangements parents use for younger children are
significantly different than those for older children
(Hofferth et al., 1991; U.S. Bureau of the Census,
1992). Also, I use standardized sample weights to
adjust for differential probabilities of sample se-

. lection and nonresponse (see Hofferth et al., 1991,

for details). Thus, after listwise deletion of miss-
ing values and weighting, the analytic sample con-
sists of 699 families with the youngest child under
age 5 (of which 634 completed time diaries) and

.753 families with the youngest child aged 5 to 12

(of which 493 completed time diaries).

Measures

Father care. This study examines factors that ac-
count for whether or not a father cares for his
youngest child under three temporal conditions:
(a) at any time at all during the week on a regular
basis when the mother is not at home for whatev-
er reason and regardless of the particular hours of
care, (b) during some portion of time during the
specific hours when the mother is employed, and
(c) as the primary. caregiver—that is, the care ar-
rangement for the greatest number of hours when
the mother is at her job. These three dependent
variables do not measure the quality, content, or
duration of care, but simply whether or not a fa-
ther is listed as the caregiver. The form of pater-
nal involvement is not available in this data set.
Primary arrangement refers to the type of care
used for the greatest number of hours in the week
preceding the interview, according to the time
diary. Because all school-age children presum-
ably are enrolled in school, I examine only their
nonschool care arrangements. Thus, if school was
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listed as a child’s primary arrangement, I substi-
tuted the secondary arrangement in its place.

I estimated the likelihood of fathers’ child care
(coded as 1) compared with other care (coded as
0) for each temporal condition, using logistic re-
gression. Although the resulting parameter esti-
mates (log odds coefficients) indicate direction of
effect, the interpretation of the magnitude of these
coefficients is not-very intuitive. So I also derived
predicted probabilities of fathers’ child care by
evaluating the logistic equations for different em-
ployment schedules, holding all other variables in
the model constant at their respective means.

Employment schedules. 1 characterized the variety
of employment schedules according to five di-
mensions: number of hours, variability of hours
(fixed versus rotating), days of the week, time of
day, and number of nonoverlapping hours per

week. Since almost 14% of the dual-earning cou- |

ples in this sample have at least one partner work-

ing two or more jobs, I used time diary informa-

tion across all jobs. With the exception of Presser
(1988), researchers typically have used data on
the principal job only. For any mother or father
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who had at least one job with rotating hours, I
coded the schedule as rotating, even if the princi-
pal job had fixed hours. = - T '
The Appendix describes the measurement of
mothers’, fathers’, and couples’ work scheduling
variables. The most complex schedule variable is
the number of nonoverlapping hours per week, a
variable introduced by. Presser and Cain (1983).
In the present study, the term nonoverlapping
refers specifically to the time period for which the
mother is employed, but the father is not. A value
of 40 nonoverlapping hours implies that wife and
husband work complétely different shifts; a value
of zero implies that they work the same shift, This
variable serves as an indicator of father’s avail-
ability—one component of his response capaci-
ty—for providing care when maternal care is not

possible. .

Other relevant factors. Fathers face pressures to

- care for their children from sources other than
- characteristics of wives’ employment. Although

these other ingredients are not the focus of this
study, I control for a variety of other potential de-
mand and response factors that may encourage fa-

TABLE 1. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR INDEPENDENT VARIABLES BY AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD

- Under Age 5 Aged 5 to 12
Mean or Percentage SD Mean or Percentage . SD
Mother’s schedule ' L,
Hours per week . 33.66 13.23 3334 - T 11.67
Missing hours ‘ 3% —_— 4% L—
Rotating schedule 23% - 27% i—
Weekends 23% —_ 15% —
Non-day shift ) 16% — 8% —
Father's schedule ‘
Hours per week 43.62 9.70 4325 8.62
Missing hours i ‘ 1% —_ 9% - - —
Rotating schedule 28% — 29% —_
Weekends 26% — 2% -
Non-day shift 14% — 11% : P
Couple’s schedule : : . _
Nonoverlapping hours per week 11.03 13.38 . : 8.56 12.30
Control variables : ‘ T g : ’
Age of youngest child : =~ 1.86 140 - 8.06 221
One sibling (none omitted) - 38% - 50% ——
Two or more siblings 23% — . 26% -
Black (White omitted) 9% —_ 8% o
Hispanic , 8% — 1% —
Age of mother 30.73 5.07 ‘ 36.78 534
Education of mother 13.70 213 13.80 : 213
' Mother's annual eamings 14,688.46 11,584.09 16,205.56 12,759.22
Missing mother’s earnings o 15% = e —
Father’s annual earnings h T 28,132.73 © 14,749.73 31,458.55 “17,876.30
Missing father’s earnings 20% - 26% - —
Number of families 699 753 .
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ther’s participatioh_ in child care: age of youngest
child, number of other children in the family, race,
age, and education of the mother, and the annual
earnings of mother and father separately (see Ap-
pendix). Unfortunately, information about gender
role orientation is not available in this data set. -
RESULTS

" The Diversity of Employment Schedules Among
"7 Dual-Earning Couples '
The univariaté data on the employtﬁenf schedules
of ‘dual-earning couples shows that mothers are

employed fewer hours per week, on average, than
fathers, regardless of the age of their youngest
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child (Table 1), This result approximates prior es-
timates based on 1985 Current Population Survey
(CPS) data (Smith, 1986; Presser, 1989). The

- NCCS data also reveal that the majority. of moth-

ers and fathers work fixed hours each week. Nev-

- ertheless, a substantial-proportion of dual-earner

couples have one partner with rotating hours that
vary from week to week or from days to evenings
or nights (see Table 1). Not surprisingly, both
mothers and fathers are less likely to work during
the weekend than they are .to . work Monday
through Friday only. The percentage of mothers
and fathers working weekends in. this study close-
ly approximates Presser’s (1989) findings. More-
over, the vast majority ‘of mothers and fathers
work day shifts, However; parents, especially

TABLE 2. LoGISTIC REGRESSION MODELS PREDICTING FATHER CARE BY AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD

7 , _ Under Age 5 _ Aged5t012
(IR IS .. Any Mom Primary -~ Any Mom = . Primary
L e 5 Time* . -atJob® _ Care®. - Time*.. atJob® Care®
Overall sample mean e 82 136 a8 st 30 24
Overall predicted value ‘ .64 .32 11,06 .50: 27 - 20
Mother’s schedule R S : ) : : o
Hours per week -.00 —.04k*x —.10*** .00 —04** —.04**
Missing hours -06 -.08 -35 .16 1.05 1.27
Rotating schedule 14 00 -18 ; 14 20 - -03
Weekends h N R i 1.30%%*  ° 65* =21 .00 CTe3 T
. Non-day shift . 124%kx BTHET ¢ 203%k% 51 29 84
Father's schedule o it - P _
~"Hours per week ) BN ) -00 02 -02* 00T =00
Missing hours -13 .30 43 -.03 -29 - =09 -
Rotating schedule .05 .03 07 20 21 04
Weekends ' -34 -40 -11 -13 - =53 .60
Non-day shift 15 -08 Te91% -12 -1.33%*% - -1.22%
Couple’s schedule . o
Nonoverlapping hours per week .01 O7%** J0x* —.03*** 08x+x Q7wxx
Control variables - . ‘ o o
Age of youngest child -01 -01 02 -.08* .01 03,
One sibling (none omitted) -.06 -12 .05 —43% 36 .57
Two or more siblings 25 -22 -26 -51* 21 . .36
Black (White omitted) 32 -42 -1.28* 57 -32 =25
Hispanic -46 -44 -90 -10 -1.19*% —1.53*
Age of mother —04* .03 o -.00 -03 7 =03
Education of mother ° -04 -10 09 -02 027 -10
Mother’s annual earnings 07 -09 -06 .05 22 A2
Missing mother’s earnings -10 .03 g 54 -13 =24 -04 .
Father’s annual earnings -01 -06 ©-02 .03 .05 212
Missing father’s earnings -28 -22 13 .20 .02 A1
Intercept 2.00 2.02 -15 1.36 -2.20 =15
Model chi-square 89.81%%*  246.61%**  3]12.60%** 67.34%** 91.91%** 88.01***
Number of families 699 - 634 634 753 493 - - 493

Note: Standard errors available from the author ﬁpon request.

*Father as caregiver at any time on a regular weekly basis when mother is unavailable.
bFather as caregiver during some portion of time when mother is at her job.

“Father as primary caregiver when mother is at her job.
*p<.05. **p<.0l. **¥p<.001.
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mothers, with young children are more likely to

work non-day shifts than those with older chil- .

dren. Note that the NCCS percentages are not di-
rectly comparable to 1985 CPS data (Mellor,
1986; Presser, -1989) because of differences in

measurement. Mellor (1986) did not separate

mothers and fathers from all married women and
men, and Presser (1989) combined shift work and
rotating hours into a single variable (fixed day,
fixed non-day, and rotating),

Finally, the NCCS data suggest that fathers are
available for child care (i.e., not engaged in paid
work) for an average of 9 to 11 hours per week
during the time when the mother is at her job (see
Table 1). However, a higher proportion of fathers
with a preschool-age child are available for some
time when the mother is at her job (71%), com-
pared with fathers with older children (60%; data
not shown). These estimates are somewhat lower
than that of Presser (1989). Once again, differ-
ences may be partly due to alternative measure-
ment strategies.

Determinants of Paternal Participation in
Child Care

Many fathers provide care for their youngest child
on a regular basis (i.e., for some portion of time
during the week when the mother is not available).
Generally, fathers are more likely to take care of
their youngest child when the child is under age 5
than when she or he is of school age both at any
time—62% versus 51% (see Table 2, Columns 1
and 4)—and when mom is at her job—36% versus
30% (Table 2, Columns 2 and 5). A notable ex-
ception is under the third temporal condition: pri-
mary caregiver (i.e., providing care for the great-
est number of hours when the mother is at her
job). A larger proportion of fathers are primary
caregivers for school-age children (24%) than for
preschool-age children (18%). Timewise, it may
be easier for fathers to be primary caregivers for
older children, who requlre fewer hours of care
outside of school

Net effects of mother’s schedule. Several dimen-
sions of a mother’s employment schedule are as-
sociated with paternal participation in child care
for families with young children. Yet only one as-
pect of a mother’s schedule—number of hours—
is statistically significant for families whose
youngest child is of school age (Table 2, Columns
5 and 6). The number of hours a mother is em-
ployed negatively affects the likelihood of a fa-
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ther taking care of either a preschool-age child or
a school-age child when the mother is at her job
(for any portion of time or as the primary caregiv-
er; see Table 2). Although this finding is consis-
tent with earlier studies by Presser (1986, 1988),
it contradicts the basic demand hypothesis. In-
stead, it suggests that some demands may be so
burdensome that they inhibit rather than facilitate
fathers’ child care.

On the other hand, maternal employment on
weekends and on evenings or nights encourages
fathers to take care of their preschool-age chil-
dren (Table 2, Columns 1-3). For example, the
probability ‘that a father will care for his
preschooler when his wife is at her job increases
from 26% for a wife who works only a Monday
through Friday schedule to 57% for a wife who
works at least one day during the weekend (see
Table 3). And in support of Presser’s (1986,
1988) findings, the probability of fathers’ child
care under any temporal circumstance for
preschool-age children varies most dramatically
with the time of day that the mother works. For
example, there is only a minuscule chance that a
father will be the primary caregiver if his wife
works a typical day shift (4.6% chance), regard-
less of his schedule, whereas the probablhty of a
father being the primary caregiver increases to
about 27% if his wife works a non-day shift.

Contrary to the demand hypothesis, the days
of the week and the time of the day that mothers

.are employed have no net effects on fathers’ child

care for school-aged children. Also the fact that
mothers may work either fixed or rotating sched-
ules does not alter the probability of fathers’ child
care for children of all ages and across all three
temporal conditions.

Net effects of father’s schedule. The probability of
fathers’ child care for each temporal condition
varies little by the father’s employment schedule
compared with the net effects of the mother’s em-
ployment schedule, regardless of the age of the
child. For couples with a preschool-age child,

only the time of day that a father works is statisti-
cally significant, and it is only for one temporal
condition of fathers’ child care (Table 2, Column
3). The probablllty that a father will be the prima-
1y caregiver for his youngest preschool-age child
is higher if he works evenings or nights (12.5%
chance), rather than during the daytime (5.5%
chance). This coefficient is counterintuitive be-

. cause these data also show that the father is more

likely to be the primary caregiver for young chil-
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. TABLE 3. NET PREDICTED PROBABILITIES OF FATHER CARE UNDER THREE TEMPORAL CONDITIONS FOR
SELECTED EMPLOYMENT SCHEDULES BY AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD
Under Age 5 Aged 5to 12
Any Mom " Primary Any"~ Mom . L
Time® at Job® Care® Time? at Job® Care®
Mother’s schedule
Hours per week )
20 hours —d - 474 209 — 423 320
40 hours 272 -.036 o 238 ’ 175
Weekly schedule : .
Fixed . — _ — — —_ —
Rotating )
Days of week o
Weekdays only o .600 264 054 —_ — =
Weekends a .761 569 - .098 : ‘
Time of day - . . 4
Day shift 595 297 046 . — — —
Non-day shift 836 . ~.501 268
Father’s schedule ’
Hours per week 7
20 hours : — R —_ 645 — —_
40 hours + 523
Weekly schedule : .
Fixed . — — — — — —
Rotating’ ‘
Days of week : i
Weekdays only . ‘ ; — . — — — — —
Weekends AN ; :
Time of day . . ces
Dy shift — — . .055 — 300 221
Non-day shift ‘ ’ ' 125 102 078
Couple’s schedule
Nonoverlapping hours per week
0 hours R 178 022 437 138 110
10 hours ' - . .308 056 514 272 S .120
20 hours ) . .. 419 134 590 465 335
30 hours : . .655 286 662 - 669 504
40 hours ' : .796 .510. 727 .825 672

2Father as ca:eglver at any time on a regular weekly basis when mother is unavailable.
_ YFather as caregiver dunng some portion of time when mother is at her job.

cFather as primary caregiver when motkier is at her job.
dNet effect is not statistically significant.

dren when the mother works a non-day. shift.
These findings may be the result of variable defi-
nition: evenings, nights, and graveyard shifts are
combined into “non-day,” These findings, howev-
er, do not contradict prior research, which has
shown that fathers® child care is least likely when’
both parents work day shifts (U.S. Bureau of the
Census, 1992).

For couples with older children, the probablh-
ty of fathers’ child care varies substantially by
only one dimension of the father’s employment
schedule, but the direction of the effect is re-
versed from that of couples, with younger chil-
dren. A father is more likely to.care for his
school-age child if he works a day shift instead of

a non-day shift (Table 2, Column 4). This may
have more to do with the timing of the school day
than with the father’s employment.

Net eﬁects of couple’s joint schedule.-As a fa-
ther’s time availability increases, he is more like-
ly to take care of his youngest child when his wife
is at her job, and, more importantly, he is more
likely to be the primary caregiver (see Table 2).
The basic pattern of probabilities varies little by
age of the youngest child (Table 3). For example,
among couples with a preschool-age child, if a fa-
ther is not available during any portion of time
when his wife is at her job (i.e., zero nonoverlap-
ping hours), he has about an 18% chance of being
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a caregiver. If a father is available for 20 houis a
week during the time period when his wife is em-
ployed, the probability of caring for his youngest
preschool-age child during that time reaches near-
ly 50%; nevertheless, it is still only:a 50/50
chance. Thus, time availability alone does not ac-
count for men’s participation in child care. -

Other relevant factors. Few of the control vari-
ables achieve statistical significance in any of the
models. Among families with a preschool-age
child, there is a lower probability of fathers’ child
care at any time for older mothers than for
younger mothers (Table 2, Column 1). This find-
ing supports a cohort/demand perspective in that
younger generations of women may place greater
ideological demands on husbands to participate in
family work than women of older generations.
Also, there may be less wage disparity between
husbands and wives in younger cohorts. Conse-
quently, younger women may be in a better posi-
tion to insist on ideological compliance.

The race/ethnicity coefficients are perplexing:
Black fathers are less likely than White fathers to
be primary caregivers for preschool-age children
(Table 2, Column 3), and Hispanic fathers are less
likely than White fathers to care for school-age
children either as primary caregivers or for any
portion of time during the hours of maternal em-
ployment (Table 2, Columns 5 and 6). We cannot
rule out the possibility that race/ethnicity may be
associated with unobserved factors, such as val-
ues and beliefs about parenting and fatherhood,
nonmonetary resources, urban residence, or the
availability of female relatives inside or outside
the household. Nevertheless, cultural preferences
may play a role in how parents take care of their
children. Non-White communities may place
fewer demands on fathers fo participate directly
in the day-to-day supervision of children. Instead,
non-White fathers may “care for” their children
by providing a secure financial environment.

Finally, among families whose youngest child
is of school age, fathers with older children and
with larger families are less likely to take care of
their children at any time on a regular basis when
the mother is not at home (Table 2, Column 4).In
these cases, older children may either take care of
themselves, or older siblings may substitute for
fathers, thereby freeing up men’s time for leisure
or other activities. - :

Evaluation of the empirical models. The combi-
nation of employment schedules and other rele-
vant factors provides somewhat of a good fit for
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modeling the probability of fathers’ child care
under all three temporal conditions for dual-earn-
er couples whose youngest child is of school age,
but not for those with a preschool-age child. This
model does not fully account for the probability
of a father being the primary caregiver for chil-
dren under age 5. This is evident from an exami-
nation of the point estimates; for example, the
equation predicting the probability of fathers
being primary caregivers more closely approxi-
mates the observed proportion of fathers provid-
ing such care for school-age children (.20 versus
:24) than for preschool-age children (.06 versus
-18; see Table 2). This finding suggests-that it is
easier for fathers with older children to be prima-
ry caregivers, given certain employment sched-
ules, than it is for those with preschoolers. This
may be due to the scheduling of the school day
and the fewer hours of care needed for school-age
children. Yet other factors, such as occupation,
the availability of workplace benefits, or gender
role orientation, may also explain why some fa-
thers are the principal caregivers for their
preschoolers and others are not. To play a more
active role in child care, fathers with younger
children may require greater job supports and a
personal commitment to sharing care.

DiscussioN AND CONCLUSION

This study provides equivocal support for the hy-
pothesis that a father’s demand/response capacity
is a key factor in determining his responsibility for
child care. Data from the National Child Care Sar-
vey 1990 indicate that fathers are more likely to
care for their children when they work different
hours than their wives, but the temporal features
of maternal employment are more important than
those of paternal employment. Multiple aspects of
the mother’s employment schedule influence pa-
ternal participation in child care for dual-earner
couples with a preschool-age child, but only. the
number of hours a mother works has any effect.on
fathers’ child care for couples whose youngest

-child is of school age. Moveover, only the particu-

lar hours of the day that a father works (day shift
versus non-day shift) influences the likelihood of a
father being the principal caregiver when his wife
is at work. However, this effect is in the opposite
direction for those with a preschool-age child
compared with those with school-age children
only. A father is more likely to be the primary
caregiver for a preschool-age child if he works a
non-day shift, whereas he is more likely to be the
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primary caregiver for a school-age :child if he
works a day shift. The timing of the school day
places different demands on the timing of paternal
care, and thus the employment schedule of a fa-
ther that is conducive to caring for his preschool-
age child is at odds with the schedule that facili-
tates fathers’ child care for school-age children.

. These findings contribute to our knowledge of
the temporal underpinnings of work and family
life. First, these findings suggest that-the schedul-
ing of employment time has significant repercus-
sions for how individuals organize and coordinate
family life. Lifestyles revolve around institution-
alized distinctions between weekdays and week-
ends, and between days and nights. Therefore,
certain employment schedules may make family
life especially difficult. Fathers and mothers who
must work at unconventional times are hard

pressed to keep their family life in sync with the -

social rhythm of :society. For example, parents
who work late -afternoons, evenings, or weekends
may be routinely excluded from children’s ex-
tracurricular activities (e:g., community events
typically take place on Saturdays or Sundays).
Also, it is nearly impossible to find child care
centers or other formal arrangements that operate
at night or on the weekend. Thus, parents who are
employed at odd hours have fewer choices in how
they care for their children.

Second, this study reinforces the idea that
time, as a finite, scarce, and valuable resource, is
an instrumental facet of the parent role. How
women and men allocate time across multiple
roles affects how well they juggle and combine
the competing responsibilities of employment, re-
lations with their spouse, and parenthood. Particu-
lar employment schedules may allow men to
commit more time to nurturing activities with
their children, thereby enhancing men’s experi-
ence of the father role. In addition, paternal in-
volvement in childrearing may reduce the role
strain/overload or the feelings of inequity of
many mothers. Nevertheless, some of the employ-
ment schedules that encourage men’s responsibil-
ity for child care on a short-term basis may be
harmful to family life in the long run. For exam-
ple, the NCCS data show that paternal participa-
tion in child care is.greater when husbands work
at different hours than their wives. Competing
schedules, however, may foster marital stress and
role conflict: Men may spend more time with
their children (parent role), but at the expense of
time with their wives (spouse role). :
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Family and gender scholars would benefit
from more research on the temporal structure of
fathering and its relationship to men’s role identi-
ties and the salience of the father role. The focus
of the present study was limited to the occurrence
of fathers® child care (whether or not it happened)
in relation to mother’s temporal availability, with-
out regard to social-psychological factors. Future -
studies should examine other temporal dimen-
sions (see Zerubavel, 1981) of paternal participa-
tion in child care: duration of episode (how long
fathers’ child care lasts for any given occurrence),
temporal location (when fathers’ child care takes
place), rate of occurrence (how often fathers’
child care takes place), and sequential structure
(order of fathers’ child care in relation to other
events/activities). - :

" Yet spending time with children is merely one
facet of the parent role. The experience of parent-
hood differs for women and men because of the
disparity in the nature of how they spend time
with children, that is, the type of care activities.
Men may be less likely to be the primary care-
givers for infants and young children because the
requirements of care may be at odds with the tra-
ditional male role (e.g., changing diapers,
bathing). Older children, however, require less di-
rect supervision and they are better able to take
care of their own bodily needs. Thus, men can
take on primary responsibility for the care of
older children without feeling less masculine by
conventional standards. This contention implies
that gender role attitudes may influence the rela-
tionship between demand/response capacities and
men’s rendition of the parent role. Men may re-
spond positively to child care demands only to
the extent that their own values and beliefs, as
well as those of the general population, embrace
caretaking as an essential ingredient of the father
(hence male) role. Understanding how ideology
interacts with the day-to-day organization and use
of time would be invaluable to the study of pater-
nal involvement in child care.

Given the current economic climate, every-
one’s use of time and the ways, of organizing
work and family relationships are changing. The
rapid expansion of the service sector and the
growing reliance on contingent workers mean that
more and more parents will move away from the
conventional 8-hour, 5-day per week job. This
structural transformation complicates the mutual
negotiation of work and family roles, and it im-
plies that strategies for juggling multiple roles
will have to become more creative. Because
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women are more likely to be in the service sector-
~ and the contingent labor force, mother’s ‘sched- -
ules increasingly will become even more uncer- .

tain and in flux. Findings from the present study
suggest that, independent of role identity and role

conflict, men are more likely to find that their.

new roles include greater caregiving.
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APPENDIX .
VARIABLES AND MEASUREMENT

Variables Meaéurement
Father care S ‘ S

Any time © 1 if father care at all on a regular basis, 0 otherwise - :

When mother works 1 if father care for portion of time when mother works, 0 otherwise
- Primary caregiver - 1if fa;her is primary caregiver when mother works, 0 otherwise
Mother’s schedule o

Hours per week Number of paid hours employed last week®

Rotating schedule 1 if rotating schedule, O if fixed schedule

Weekends ) 1 if works Saturday and/or Sunday last week, 0 otherwise .

Non-day shift 1 if works <50%. weekly hours between 8 am—4 pm, 0 otherwise '
Father’s schedule . i R -

Hours per week Number of paid hours employed last week*

Rotating schedule 1if rotating schedule, O if fixed schedule . Lo

Weekends ) 1 if works Saturday and/or Sunday last week, O otherwise

Non-day shift 1 if works <50% weekly hours between 8 am—4 pm, 0 otherwise
Couple’s schedule o T - L e

Nonoverlapping hours * Number of hours per week father not at job when mother works
Control variables ' ’ T '

‘Age of youngest child Years of age

- Number of siblings None (omitted), 1 sibling, 2 or more siblings

Race . . ) White (omitted), Black, Hispanic

Mother’s age Years of age

Mother’s education Number of years completed

Mother’s annual earnings Natural log of mother’s gross annual earnings®

Natural log of father’s gross annual earnings® -

'

sAbout 4% of mothers and 8% of fathers hiad missing hours. For these cases, I substituted the overall sample mean. I
controlled for missing data with two dummy variables: 1 for missing on mother’s hours, 0 otherwise, and 1 for missing on
father’s hours, 0 otherwise. T , - ' s

bAbout 16% of mothers and 23% of fathers had missing earnings. I imputed earnings for these cases by regressing moth-
er’s (father’s) earnings on race, mother’s (father’s) education, mother’s (father’s) age, age of youngest child, and number of
siblings. I controlled for missing data with two dummy variables: 1 for missing mother’s earnings, O otherwise, and 1 for
missing father’s earnings, 0 otherwise. - . P



